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ClassWide Peer Tutoring 

Effectiveness 1 No studies of ClassWide Peer Tutoring that fall within the scope of the English Language Learners review protocol meet What 
Works Clearinghouse (WWC) evidence standards. The lack of studies meeting WWC evidence standards means that, at this 
time, the WWC is unable to draw any conclusions based on research about the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of ClassWide 
Peer Tutoring on English language learners. 



Program Description 2 ClassWide Peer Tutoring is a teaching strategy that involves the 

entire class in tutoring using a game format. ClassWide Peer 
Tutoring typically uses existing curriculum materials and can be 
adapted across different grade levels and content areas. The 
class is divided into two competing teams, and pairs of students 
are formed within each team. The tutor presents the content 
stimulus (e.g., a word to be spelled, a math problem) to the 
tutee. The tutee responds both orally and in writing. The tutor 
evaluates the tutee’s performance, provides corrective feedback, 
and awards points for the performance. Tutor and tutee roles are 
exchanged within each session. Points for each student are pub- 



licly posted and added to determine the winning team of the day. 
The procedure requires 30 minutes per session; each student in 
the dyad receives 10 minutes of tutoring, and 5 to 10 minutes are 
used to add and post individual points. Content to be learned, 
teams, and tutoring pairs are normally changed on a weekly 
basis. Teachers organize the academic content to be tutored into 
daily and weekly units and prepare materials to be used within 
the ClassWide Peer Tutoring format. Teachers develop tests and 
administer them in a pretest-posttest sequence based on the 
unit of study. The results serve as feedback for the student and 
for monitoring learning. 



1. The studies in this report were reviewed using WWC Evidence Standards, Version 2.0 (see the WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook, Chapter III), 
as described in protocol Version 2.0. 

2. The descriptive information for this program was obtained from a publicly available source: the developer’s website (http://www.specialconnections. 
ku.edu/cgi-bin/cgiwrap/specconn/main.php?cat=instruction&section=cwpt/main, downloaded June 2010). The WWC requests developers to review the 
program description sections for accuracy from their perspective. Further verification of the accuracy of the descriptive information for this program is 
beyond the scope of this review. The literature search reflects documents publicly available by February 2009. 
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